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REASCON OF PROTEST
I protest the proposed rezoning hecause See Attachment A

Use separate sheetif necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is baing filad,
is situated at: (describe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

GRO L AMER AN ORIE
CAMPRELL (A 75008
Hia— L)~ it

and Is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which ! own in the property described in the statement above is a:

x E Feelnterest {ownership)

]:1 Leasehold interest which expires on

D Other: (explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protast pm65/Application Rav, 81272008




Page?2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at [éast 1% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being nol merely an sasement. Atenant under ateasewhichhasa
remalning term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owner" for purposes of this protest. Whenthe owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petiion shall be signed by ihe
duly authorlzed officer(s) of such legal entity. When such legal entily is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly autharized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association.
PRINTNAME DAYTIME .
000l S0l N TELEPHONE# %ﬂ Y. 774’ /807
ADDRESS ZIPCODE
CEO (AMBRIAN _DRle (AMPBELL (F— YSDOF
SIGNATUHE( otarjzed) DATE / /
T o 2o
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS ciry STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
. {TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS iy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) , DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cIty STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME PAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS ciy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
Use separate sheetif necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APFLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protest pmeS/Appication Rav. 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

COUNTY OF "MF\ fUV?/Fr }

S

58.

On 0{{% E [‘& before me, M &} wﬂb , Notary Public, personally appeared
D lﬁ(k{ CHUN , who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing

A B i i i e e oo !

paragraph is true and correct. : %3
§ PO I M. 8. LUCIO

Comnission # 1796411 >
WITNESS my and and offcial seal.

H=} Notary Public - Callfornia &

santa Clara County

N\ LA (Seal)
% Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
}  ss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, __, Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidenceto be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and offictal seal,

{Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010} (“Prezoning”} that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2, Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property,

QOwners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire




Residential

service, As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b}(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a compatrison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me fo understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San josé 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (stch as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Degpite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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REASONQOFPROTEST
I protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separate sheet if necessary

The properly in which | own an undivided Interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed
is situated at: (describe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

P00 CAMUL Lo ph,  (CAMCRELL  (4f o0 8
M2 Yi-olg

H

and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement above is a:
m FeaInterest {ownership)
I:] Leasehold interest which expires on

[T] other: (exptain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zanlng Protest pmEs/Application Rav, 8/2/2008




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. A tenant under a lease which has &
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemad an "owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s} of such legal entity. When such legal entily is a homeowner’s association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer{s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association,
PRINT NAME . DAYTIME ;
ThaE S (D sum STpawm v lreteemones Y8 - 32/-Shog
ADDRESS _ CITY STATE ZIPCODE
00 (Awbloss b ChupbiLi (/A g0y
SIGNATURE (Ng - DATE / . /
b - 222100
PRINTNAME < DAYTIME _
"Dawn Mavie Smnﬂm TELEPHONEZ 408 ~ 277/~ 5D T
ADDRESS . cmY STATE ZIPCODE
190 Capibrian py. Campbel] A ooy
SIGNATURE (Notarize ' DATE
Ot g oyt 2/22//o
PRINTNAME ’ O/ DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS 134 STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) , DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notatized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS 10 STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
Use separate sheet if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zaning Protest. pmE5/AppEcation Rev., 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

}  ss
COUNTY OF _penla %/((LJ )
On%%ﬂj-(a& 21¢{7 _ before me, &M 1"7770771{% Notary Public, personally appeared

(2 L)AL s enn gy X who proved to me on the basis of
sahéfﬁ:tory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

. : R\ Commission # 1733376 |
WITNESS my hand and official seal. fRerdi e Notary Public - Cailfornia g
/\/0 $anta Clata County
Loy /L?ﬂ QWW (Seal) "
Notary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

) ss
comrvor ot Olpra_ )

0ng@—07[ ,9' = 0/ D before me, Notary Public, personally appeared

UCLCO'ZI (‘7774/)4 Vi "/, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the- person(s) whose name(s} is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

Commission # 1733376

ici A Notary Public - Catifornla g
WITNESS my hand and official seal. J Notary Public - Calitar ;

CZ%%?Q i (Seal) o '

Notary Public

20184370.1
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”} that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2, Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

QOwners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 - an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 - more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the defetral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILE NUMBER COUNCIL
| DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN -
REZONING FILENUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING
PROTESTED

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S)

§70 Su‘einor (D\’“
HI2-4l1-014 ~-Co

REASONOFPROTEST

| protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separate shest if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (describe properly by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

$70 Su\dno:-PDr

H12-41 -0 14 -00

and is now zoned

R1-8

District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided intarest which | own in the property described in the statement above is a.

H FeaInterest {ownership)

[ 1 Leasehold interest which expires on

[] other:texpiain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,

Zoning Protest pmS5/Appication Rav. 6/2/2008
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ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an sasement. Alenant under a lease which hasa
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be desmed an *owner" for purposes of this protest. When the cwner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer{s) of such legal entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorlzed officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 1% of the
members of the association.

PRIN

oaer L. Fﬁorn\aus\'\

DAYTIME

TELEPHONE# (402 377-845 ¥

ADDRESS “

CITY TATE ~ ZIPCODE
%1 (\. Su\(‘\nnr‘ (D(‘ ()am{)\:wl\ é’i\ 95008
PR B Mt K " s i

PRINW@E&@*“Q’WKD ovnl \m\m ?EA:gPh?i%NE#

ADDRESS

%10 QuAX\O\" Oy (}fﬁnyﬂg@\\ CA

STATE ij COD

SIGNATURE (Notarize

oteduake " glaalie

PRINT NAME \ DAYTIME
. TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS \ CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) \ DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS \ CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notatized) \ DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS \ CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized)

\ DATE

Use separate sheet\it{uecessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protest pm&5/Applicallon Rev, 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
}  ss

cOUNTY OF o4 7a o ren )

on_ 92310 befor med V. DKZ d1 4, Notary Public, personally appeared

Pdgt:!f‘ L Dornbauch o ﬁaﬁ:‘?"ﬂ: D, Dosbuth who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s).is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in-hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s} acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

\IJ\ Lo -\_4\ ™
0y AR JAMESV DELO
WITNESY my hand and official seal. g 'sﬂ ", COMM. #1754619 NG g
Ol e o 95 NOTARY PUBLIG - CALIFORNIA
S \«,;.: \«r' SANTA CLARA COUNTY ()
k 7, Aras>” COMM, EXPIRES JUNE 30, 2041 »b
: i Seal}
Notary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
}  ss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity{ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s} on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct,

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

(Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Sireamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonty known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will resudt
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire




Residential

service. As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA™). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR") is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

COUNCIL
DISTRICT

FILENUMBER

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN By

REZONING FILENUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROFERTY BEING

PROTESTED | § (1 = MNIORMNMAYD ‘*“"‘E INYS Cﬂhﬂ?é}i&” C@‘

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) '
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REASONOF PROTEST

1 protest the proposed rezoning bacause

See Attachment A

Use separatesheetif necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (describe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

ot pokaaw DM DR Cam phell €4
Hia -z - Ols

t

and Is now zoned R1-8 District. {(in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement aboveis a:

Y

g Fea Interest {ownership)

D Leasehold interest which expires on

|:] QOther: (explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Piotest pmB5/Application Rev. £/2/2008




Page? | ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided inferest of al feast 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest Is filed, such interest baing not merely an easement. A fenant under a lease which has a
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be desmed an "owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitly other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such fegal entity is & homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such assoctation, or, in lisu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the assoclation,

A ichael LanepP reigprones UDE D1 7-C1209

PR L mopma Sy Ee.ta ( T phe ” Sﬁ% GAOOE

SIGNATURE (Notarized) S e ‘ ' ’DATE? {272 /¢
ST — - DAYTIME —
(E:D By WMQ, Lanp TeLEPHONER 0% 124 BE32)

ADDHlESS t ciY ¢ ATE ZIPCODE .-
ol roemanny R Campbell  TF  gisee¥
SIGNATURE (Notarized) /ﬁ\ { hﬂ ' DATE(?)
Aﬁ ] e 27
PRINT NAME L \@ DAYTIME i
TELF:PHONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME : DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS crryY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Use separate sheet if necessary

PLEASE CALLTHE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION ARPPOINTMENT.
Zonlng Protest pmE5/AppIcation Rev. 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

county o 4 Clbilh )

before me, M‘ ! WB , Notary Public, personally appeared
(4 M i) CAVLENE dayat (AUEY —  who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{s} acted, executed the instrument.

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing—,
paragraph is true and correct. : oS ietinl

M, 5. LUCIO
% Commisslon # 1796411
a7} Notary Public - california
sania Clara Cou;\tyo

pem LYNN BRIET

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

(AR ero (Seal)
‘\ﬁgiafy/l’ublic\\
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
‘ ) ss.
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

__ who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they execitted the same in his/het/their anthorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the insirument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

(Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council o deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross actes, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2, Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbel! and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners o annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service, As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and

evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the Catifornia Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14

Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

FILENUMBER COUNCIL
DISTRICT

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL
PLAN BY

REZONING FILE NUMBER
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REASON OFPROTEST

See Attachment A

} protest the proposed rezoning because

Use separate sheet if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behaf of which this protest is being fited,
is siluated at: (describe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

1o Novmap D\:l Divoe SY ~ 0L oy§

and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which I own in the properly described in the statement above s a:
[ZI, Fee Interest (ownership)
[ ] Leasehold interest which expires on

I:l Other: {explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protast pm85/Appkeation Rev. 6/2/2008
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ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lotor parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under alease which hasa
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owner" for purposes of this protest. Whert the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal enfity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% ot the
mermboers of the association.

PRINT.NAME

?EAE!;;’T%%NE# 377 -65§%

ADDRESS

Ao AT A, /\ll,f\uv\ Vep

ciTYy

éf? CODE
Ve N ?

SIGNATURE {Ngjarized

o WW\AVBWI‘ R C}Lw\,g«w \i ?&j‘rE

9 [0t

~ <

,&M/ / KW

PRINT@;\ Limee 1)
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ADDHES7 N 7 '}2 eIy C§T TE iPCODE
1170 Nownp') [Nk Ctuflal/ 2 YO0 £
SIGNATURE (Notarized) y T — .
(_odrrrde et ) CD 5;2(5 @/y
PRINT NAME DAYTIME { !
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cryY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS ¥18% STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Use separate shest if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,

Zoning ProtestpmE5/Appication Rev. 622/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)
b
COUNTY OF 5 [ @QCMCL )
Ongﬁ \&’ Q5 } VYD before me,@[ ft;/z{é 3] , %.31 f.yNotary Public, personally appeared
_Mﬂwm O hedon Panuner, 4 , who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose na&k(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

St
w
w

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

”th/"L(’/SW Neaear (Seal) § \
{>1/

Notary Public

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)
R ) ss
COUNTY OF élvﬂg‘ Mff’/"— a4 )
On Qﬁ@f} 5 ,90/0  before me }\%U’?} ] Dﬂmmotary Public, personally appeared
L | LA

: : DO L who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person{s) whose name(s}ys/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

&Léqw%ngﬁ e .
(/ .

Notary Public

201943701

“UDIANE M. JAMES
Commission # 1733376

4 Notary Public - Caiifornia i

¥ santa Clara County 3

20,2011 |

DIANE M. JAMES '
y Commisslon # 1733376 &
i) Notary Public - California g
3 $anta Clara Counly _
" Wy Comm. ExpresApi 20,2011 [
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -~ and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) {(“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners' interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire




Residential

service. As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)}(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
wotuld become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEOA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate, Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as Jack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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Website: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILE NUMBER COUNCIL.
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN BY
REZONING FILE NUMBER
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| protest the proposed rezoning because € Attachment A

Use separate sheet if necessary

The property in which Fown an undivided inlerest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (describe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

HU 0205y

L&Y boormanddy B -

and is now zoned R1-8 pistrict. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the properly described in the statement above is a:

ﬁ\ Feenterest {ownership})

I___I Leasshold interest which expires on

I:I Other: (explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {(408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protest pmB5{AppEcation Rav. 6/2/2008




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under a lease which has a
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly autharized officer(s) of such legal entily. When such legal entily is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by $1% of ihe
members of the association.
PRINTNAME /7 e B N DAYTIME
SUkanm M (Yo TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS (éq ( 0 - . CIT\:’dO ?TA}i ZIPCOL E)
WOMW and N Dr. @i el qaOO8
SlGNATURE(Notanzed) W (ﬁf DATE
U2y odis- 9)22./)0
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEFHONE #
ADDRESS CitY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Naotarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZiPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) , DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CIY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS ciTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarized) DATE
Use separate sheet if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,

Zoning Protest pmeSiApplication Rev, 6/72/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF g@ﬂJQL Q/G@/(ﬂt/ ; -

(0 WNotary Public, personally appeared
who proved to me on the basis of
sahsfactory evxdencet bt the person(s) whose name(s} is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/fthey executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

a5 Commission # 1733376 [
WITNESS my hand and official seal. } Notary Publle - Calllornia g
; Santa Clara County
My Comm Bares Apr 20,2011 §
£ Q%bé/ m/;f/m,%“’ (Seal)
Notary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 3
) ss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, _, Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person{s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s} on the instrument the person(s}, or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s} acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

26194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City

of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 - an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners” interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report ("EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 - more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate, Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. Atthe very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required fo make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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CITY OF &2

| SAN JOSE o CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY -

Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 95113-1905

tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055
Website: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILE NUMBER } COUNCIL

DISTRICT
QUAD# ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN

BY.
REZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING

PROTESTED ”q 7 Jf/ﬁfmarnJV Df
ASSESSORS PARCELNUMBER(S) L{ u 020 %
REASONOF PROTEST

| protest the proposed rezoning hacause See Attachment A

N3/

Use separate sheet if necessary

The property in which ! own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situaled at: {describe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

[{,67 A/Off“ﬁml\/
Yl dze (€

and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which [ own in the property described In the statement aboveis a:

m FeelInterest {ownership)

[[] Leasehold interest which expires on

D Other: (explain}

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protest pm65/AppEcation Rav. 6/2/2008
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the fot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. A tenant under alease which hasa
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an “owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petilion shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officar(s) of such association, or, in fieu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association,

PRINT NAME L\/ ) DAYTIME _ s
A JQ’M fmj‘llffﬂ TELEPHONE # L{og N2 -y
ADDRESS CITY STA ZIP CODE
IM7 /]/meMt/y Df _ (::-.MPLL”/ CTE 15006
IGNA i

SIGNATURE (Notarized) W DATE 4 / 27 / ’ O
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS ciTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS ciTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Use separate sheet if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protest.pm&5/AppEcation Hev, 6/2/2008
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with - and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City

of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambtian 36 Property
Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire




Residential

service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning, ¥or example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Envitonmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Reguirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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CAPTTAL OF SILICON VALLEY Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 95113-1905

tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055

Website: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

FILENUMBER COUNCIL
DISTRICT

DATE
PLAN BY

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL

REZONING FILENUMBER

2

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING
protesten 72 000 0emangly Ve, Camppell, C A
ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) { 4

LU~ oA~09D 00

W m Feeinterest fownership)

REASONOFPROTEST
See Attachment A

| protest the proposed rezoning because

Use separate shest if nacessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of af least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: {describe properly by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

ANRS, /\/@Em&:}a_/f/(/\/ /'
C oy m&g@-@ W, oa’ <008

14~ 0283 - OO

and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement above is &

|:| Leasehold Interest which expires on

I:I Other: {(explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

2aning Protastpmb5/Applisation Rav, 6/2/2008




ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

Page2
This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such intersst being not merely an easement. A tenant under a lease which has a
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemad an "owner* for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petilion shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer{s} of such legal enlity, When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association.
PRINT NAME vt 7 | DAYTIME . N
Oa;‘*\’\\ e Carcia telerHonex . 5 590 YD
ADDRESS , CITY ST ZIW&E&
JAOO Nogmady Dr “camphul "G
SIGNATURE (Notar . /22/ DATE /1 /
Y 4 L8/
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS Ity STATE ZIPCOBE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS Ty STATE ZIPCOBE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS ciry STATE ZIPCOBE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS cmy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notatized) DATE
Use separate shest if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protastpm&b/Appleation Rav, 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
~y R }  ss
COUNTY OF §@4</‘Qﬂ- X )

On %&Sﬁiﬂ)\ before me, )\Q(ﬁ’ﬂ;zﬂ Q’Cz”)ﬂ,@ , Notary Public, personally appeared
\ (e, (Founm ,Q{{J aneea U , who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalif of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

DIANE M. JAMES
Commission # 1733376 £

1 Notary Publie - Californla i
Santa Clara County

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

K,O ua%QW W (Seal)

Notary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA }
) ss
COUINTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s} isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they execuited the same in his/her/their authorized capacity{ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the enfity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct,

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1
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SAN JOSE 3 CITY OF SAN JOSE
CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Planning, Building and Code Enforcement

200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 95113-1805

te] (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 202-6055
Website; www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILE NUMBER COUNCIL
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN By
REZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING

PROTESTED 33 5. Bascgyn Aoe
ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) Al ¥ !,. O3 74
REASONOFPROTEST

See Attachment A

| protest the proposed rezoning because

Use separate sheet if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (describe properly by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

QA 5 . Buscom A‘JP
Hix -4~ 03Y

and is now zoned CN District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided intarest which | own in the property described in the statement above is a:

I:] Fee Interest {ownership}

[] Leasehold interest which expires on
Other: (explain) MO weers  Iimd ed  Part ;Jeff@l’v};)
V\(M\fﬁfﬂ m{(vnwmﬁ) 5){’/{‘/1 !f ({[ b ™ Lﬂf P(’k *J Tuls Aaju/i:\

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zaoning Protast pmi5/Applcation Rav. 6/2/2008




Page 2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. A tenant under a lease which hasa
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owner* for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible proiest site is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shail be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such legal eniity is a homeowner's assoclation, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in ieu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association.

PRINT NAME . , DAYTIME b 2
l?awxchﬁ i (D._we.gffd TELEPHONE# 153 ) 7- 5ty
ADDRESS ‘ ] ; oy - STATE ZIPCODE
06 _Swees briay 3 (’f}/mf;rjaﬂw & (2
SIGNATURE (Notarized; & DATE
qu/,é_d %QM//L T2 Lo
PRINT NAME - DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cImy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS crrY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE

Use separatesheet if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zening Protast pmB5/AppLeation Rev. 672/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

)
COUNTY OF %1(7'\ W )

58,

On &1 57//1/! Aol before me, H 6 W , Notary Public, personally appeared

W K LR — , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s)_»jsfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefgbe/they executed the same in his/iezftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/heg/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregomg
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Ngﬁl{fr, Public ' a

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct. :

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

201943701




Commercial

ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest — and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to CN Commercial Neighborhood Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Propetty. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City's ability to provide fire
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setvice. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b}(6}.

4. Prezoning Does Not Accommodate Many Existing Commercial Uses; Staff Analysis
of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff hasnot provided sufficient analysis of how the
proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County zoning and actual
uses. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
u1ses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning and/or what uses currently exist. From my understanding, the
proposed CN zoning district does not appear to accommodate existing commercial uses
within Cambrian 36 and would require costly permitting for any expansion of existing
legal uses. Staff also has not provided a comparison of zoning regulations such as
restrictions on floor area ratios and densities, ete. As such, it is impossible for me to
understand and evaluate how the Prezoning will affect my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14

Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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SAN JOéE - CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Planning, Bullding and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 95113-1905

tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408} 282-6055

Website: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATN

FILE NUMBER

DISTRICT

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

PLAN

BY.

REZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING L
PROTESTED QLA S Bascom /3 e

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S)

NI -4 ] ~04 2

REASONOFPROTEST
| protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separate sheet if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (describe propeny by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

&CK’L;&.D) (7 " P}CE a2l 4 L /}'U{- W L’{ 2N “L{ !“Ok{ o

was  2eree R

and is now zoned CN District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement above is a:
|:| Fea Interest {ownership)

D Leasshotd interest which expires on

[ other: (expiain) < Vugers himided Rt vershon

. o “ - 1 { 4
D andee N ewen - Qz,ex;‘;pi/ IR ZI2 of ‘Qmﬁﬁm/@,/’w}%

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning ProtesLpme5/Application Rev, 8/2/2008
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or
which such protest is filed, such intere
remaining term of ten years or longer s
an eligible protest site is a legal e
duly authorized officer(s)
petition shall be signed by the
mermbers of the associafion,

of such legal entity. When such [ega

ntitiy other than a person or p&rsons,

more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parce! for
st being not merely an exsement. Atenant under alease whichhas a

hall be deemed an "own er* for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
the protest petition shall be signed by the
i antity is a homeowner's association, the protest
duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% ofthe

PRINT BAME ) , DAYTIME |
awciue{’, YL CQ Weehs TELEPHONE# YW&-377-27200
ADDRES gnw ) STATE IPCODE.
?&% Opeet 19/‘0‘% M}DM@(} (€A 5
SIGNATUR otarizczg)( vid (. 7 DAJE
%;{m/ /7{ / Jeod GIAR ) /O
PRINT NAME ' DAYTIME - 7
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notatized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CcItY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Use saparate sheetif necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zonlng Piotest pmB5jApphcation ey, 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

counTy or__Ghh CLMh )

On 4 hj’{ U [6 before me, Hﬁ . U]a,b ~__, Notary Public, personally appeared

nze e QA — , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s)dfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/ghg#they executed the same in hisfiEgftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfgFtheir signature(s) on the instrument the person{s}, or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

BB DM B B B o A a4 b

M. s, LUCIO

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss.
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

(Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1

4 Faereiifony Commission # 1796411
ke <kd=) Notary Public - California
b, Santa Clara County

g
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ATTACHMENTA

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest — and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to CN Commercial Neighborhood Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to -- the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the: annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Prezoning Does Not Accommodate Many Existing Commercial Uses: Staff Analysis
of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided sufficient analysis of how the
proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County zoning and actual
uses. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning and/or what uses currently exist. From my understanding, the
proposed CN zoning district does not appear to accommodate existing commercial uses
within Cambrian 36 and would require costly permitting for any expansion of existing
Jegal uses. Staff also has not provided a comparison of zoning regulations such as
restrictions on floor area ratios and densities, etc. Assuch, itis impossible for me to
understand and evaluate how the Prezoning will affect my property.

5, Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEOA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inndequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
poputlation, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepaved in order to include new
information since the certification date, At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Reguirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILENUMBER COUNCIL
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN -
REZONING FILENUMBER

N’/ ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING

PROTESTED 835 Sweetnpar nRy cAPBELL (4 95008

’ ASSESSORS PARCELNL}MBER(S)
- 4p.p28

REASON OF PROTEST

See Attachment A

{ protest the proposed rezoning because

Use separate sheet if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (describe properiy by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

v 825 Swer THRARD 1\Q AP AELL (A 45608
DAQrH,H 19 -HO-078

and is now zoned R1-8 pistrict, (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement above is a:

'}r/ ﬁ FesInterest {ownership)

[] Leasehold interest which expires on

D Other: {explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION AFPOINTMENT.

Zaning ProtestpmB5/Appication Rev. 6/2/2008




Page2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenantundera lease which hasa
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owner” for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such tegal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members ofthe association.
PRINTNAME . DAYTIME .
S WSS Putz TeLepHonE 2 40 8 - 624456 €
ADDRESS . . CiTY STATE ZIPCODE
835 SWECTDORIAR DR AMERELL £ 95008
SIGNATURE(Notarized) <’ (J {{4/ DATE. _
Agp il SEP 25 2ol
PRINTNAME ' DAYTIME f
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS oIy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS ciTy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS cTy STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS ciry STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notatized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS cry STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
Use separate sheet if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protest. pmE5s/Application Rav, 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)
)} ss.
COUNTY or«'g@ﬂﬂ\ @@4 & )
OnSQ@+ 2S5 HD/ 0 before me, (/Qﬂ’f&%’]? Q&WLM Notary Publie, personally appeared

Sl s /°< /{») LL U/ who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the perseﬁ\s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s} acted, executed the instrument,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is frue and correct,

WITNESS my hand and official seal. LR commission # 1733376 |
- Nofary Public - Californla E

s \Saqd’/ Santa Clata County =
/LQCZ‘/MLM ()Q?f%’/ (Seal) S LSO, EXDiOS A 20,201 |

Notary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
}  ss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, _, Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/herftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{s} acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct,

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

(Seal)

Notary Public

20194370,1
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s Jetter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”} is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -~ and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure eic.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Plannirig Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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See Attachment A

| protest the proposed rezoning because

Use separate sheetif necessary

The property in which 1 own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest Is being fited,
is situated at: (dgcn’be properly by address ant Assessor's Parcel Number)

,{ Neegin Cr
1~ 23G=-0322~900

~ and Is now zoned R1-8 District, (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which I own in the property described in the statement aboveisa
EfFee Interest (ownership)

D Leasehold interest which expires on

[[] other: (explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,
Zonlng Protest pmB5s/Applicalion Rev. 8/2/2008




Page?2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest s filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under a lease whichhas a
remaining term of ten years or longer shali be deemed an "owner* for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entity other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such fogal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shafl be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such assoclation, or, in lieu thereof, by 61% of the
members of the association.

A medh Riz teiepriones 671953
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SIGNATURE (Notarized) éﬁ Lﬁ‘y v DATE Cf / 27 / 2010

PRINTNAME P DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cIrY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notatlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CHY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Use separate sheet if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protest.pmé5/Apptcation Rev. 6/2/7008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)
. ) ss
COUNTY OF CS\ pontee (Loro— )

On C?/ 7/7/ rorb before me, M MA&’@/‘*/ , Notary Public, personally appeared

_/Q &t Loo , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(#) whose name() is/g#e subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shé/fhéy executed the same in his/hér/their authorized capacity(igf), and
that by his/hér/théir signature(g] on the instrument the person(g, or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{g} acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct. taogt —

. MARIAPEPPER |
WITNESS my hanv :iicijl/sizﬂ./

B3  COMM. #1813285 2
EFIEE ) Notary Public - California 3
y Santa Clara County

pe5 My Comm. Expires Sep. 16, 2012

A/ {Seal)
Notary Public 0
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
} ss.
COUNTY OF )
On before me, _ Notary Public, personally appeared

_ who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/fthey executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies}), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation fo the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

i.. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambtian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambzian 36 Property

Qwmers Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property, My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my cutrent
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Cod.e § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(65).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CHQA, Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José¢ 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate, Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minot corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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| profest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separate sheet if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided inlerest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (describe properly by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)
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and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which 1 own in the properly described in the statement above is a:

E\ Fea Interest (ownership)

[[] teasehold interest which expires on

l:] Other: {explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zanlng ProtestpmB5/Appfication Rav, 6/2/2008
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under alease which hasa
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligihle protest site is a lagat entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association.
PRINTNAME M N DAYTIME ~
' Dawid L. Sous ford teiepHonez 0% (0~ B4
ADDRESS ¢ > cl STAT ZIPCODE
AY6 Nerin Cf C’MP%t(l J Q506
SIGNATURE (Notarized) - ‘e DATE
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PRINTNAME DAYTIME
U J TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CiTy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS ciyY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS ciry STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
Use separate shesi if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zoning Protast pmesiApplication Rev, 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)
COUNTY OF 8&7@@( @j@-/l @ .. § -

OnSJ?)( 5,30/ v before me &’415’)11 viit#4)—", Notary Public, personally appeared
Al Qe e i QQL(AM}&V i , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidenceto be the person(s) whose ﬂame(lf‘{ isfarersubscribed fo the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ibé), and
that by his/herftheir signature(s] on the instrument the person{g), or the entity upon behalf of which the

person(k{{acted, executed the instriment,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the Slate of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal. Commission # 1733376 |
Notary Public - Callfornia 5

' z‘ ’ Santa Clara County 2
o ﬂ PILE) (Seal) Powwo J‘??",’,"l"??"?ﬁpizo- 2001

Notary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA }
) ss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

(Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A
"TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest - and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”} that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Sireamlined Annexation Without Protest. The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Coniradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City

of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 - an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambtian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property, My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b){6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County

zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street
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Wabsite: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

FILENUMBER COUNCIL

DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
‘ PLAN -

REZONIMNG FILENUMBER -

=%

:\DDRESSOFPHO_EERTY EING . _ -
PROTESTED 455 Newviwn Ct CO\\_A/\_(D\_{\@H Ca Yloo
ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) \

N12-39-D034

REASON GFPROTEST

See Attachment A

| protest the proposed rezoning bacause

Use separate sheetif necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 519, and on behalf of which this protest Is being filed,
is situated at: (describe properiy by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

455 Novwm (& C o r\\oe\\' (;d”. GS50p&E
HYya - 39— pAY

~ and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which [ own in the property described in the statement aboveis a:

B(ee Inferest (ownership)

I:I Leasehold interest which expires on

[ ] other:(explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
2oning Protest pmES/Application e, 6/2/2008




Page2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under alease whichhasa
ramaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an *owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitly other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such legaf entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association,
PRINT NAME DAYTIME ~
Moo \ovw gz, TELEPHONE#( o) 559 -(,2 54
ADDRESS . ‘ CITY STATE ZIPCODE
955 Navia C sl Coes AR (\)\‘n@\\ (a, 95008
SIGNATURE {Notarized) D@TE
!IEEQIE\JQ‘L_,) \_\ (A2 2710
PRINTNAME _ DAYTIME
. TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS s cy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEFHONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) _ DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS ciryY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CIrY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
Use separate sheet if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protest pmébiApplication Rev, 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)
) ss.
COUNTY OF (gﬁ«?t a Clpno ) ;

On 4/ 'L/(/ 2olo before me, M&WL“V )ﬁ'eﬂ.ﬂé/ , Notary Public, personally appeared

AAM/ Tsebe] Tome z— _  who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(gj whose name(gf isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that Jxé/she/t}léy executed the same in Ms/her/théir authorized capacity(igh), and
that by lzfs/her/tl)éir signature(g] on the instrument the person(ff)/, or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{gf acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

“WARIA PEFFER
COMM. #1813285

et | Z
. iy Nolary Public - California @
WITN y h d official seal. Santa Ciara County = 2

\ My Comm. Expires Sep. 16, 2012
(/\/\/k/&) (Seal)

Notary Pattic”
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny - the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

L Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite o — the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Owmers Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell,”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire




Residential

service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning., Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date, At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6, Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
 review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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CATTTAL OF SILICON VALLEY

ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

COUNCIL

FILENUMBER
DISTRICT

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
- PLAN BY

REZONING FILENUMBER

rADDHESSOFPHOPERTYBEENG
% PROTESTED  AS, ool A, O PFEEAN ol (A, ASTOY
ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) ‘
I A U N |
REASON OFPROTEST

| protest the proposed rezoning because

See Attachment A

Use saparatesheetif necessary
/ The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,

is situated at: (describe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

N> ~27- O]

~and is now zoned R1-8 District, (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided Interest which | own in the property described in the statement above s a:

lzr Fee Interest {ownership)

[[] Leasehold interest which expires on

[:] Other: (explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zoring Peolest pmBsIApplcation Rav. 6/2/2008
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of al least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under alease which hasa
remaining term of ten years or fonger shall be deemed an “owner* for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entifiy other than a person or persons, the proiest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such legal enity is a homsowner's association, the protest
petition shali be signed by the duly authorized officer(s} of such association, or, in liew thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association.

PRINT NAME o DAYTIME , v
Do oin G ol wesay TELEPHONE Al )L 2 - ANSG
ADDRESS. ,‘ o Ty STATE _, - ZIPCODE
e NOT L~ ok Coaem O baetl CAN AT oK
saeNATURE(Notar%é’ DATE
A ajam [0
PRINTNAME i C‘Z«. . DAYTIME ] A
Sl B Cwee teLEpHONE# (AT 1) | - QA
ADDRESS 5 i CITY STATE ZIPCODE
NS, ™o fum N Voaca QMo N LU Y
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) . DATE
: 2z ?‘_’&M M J o\ 1 ! VO
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS cmy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Use separate sheet ifnecessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zonlng Prolest pmb&s/AppEcation Rav. 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA }

COUNTY OF  Soadhn Clina )

S

55.

on__ 4~ 2t~ 30l before me, Midhele Avifonnw v Notary Public, personally appeared
Towmi B. Ew. AL € Aoavon € Ewong , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the personﬁ whose name(ﬁ isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Commission # 1851839
Notary Public - California
Santa Glara Gounty

gormm, Exolces dun 1, 2013 |

MICHELLE ANTONOWICZ E
e
4
by

Notary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss.
COUNTY OF )
On before me, __, Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person{s) whose name{s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity{ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
personi(s) acted, executed the instrurnent,

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”} that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Owners Requegts. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. InOctober of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’'s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the conirary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b){(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, itis impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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See Attachment A

REASONOFPROTEST

! protest the proposed rezoning because

Use separate sheet if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (desctibe properly by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

Ve NORIN 7, Chmf peir, (f IS
el H2-39 - 036

and is now zoned R1-8 Distrct. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement aboveis a:

D FeeInterest (ownership)

D Leasehold interest which expires on :
Other: (explaln) TELSTEE o ‘}L £ “{”fﬂ W ff»’f”/ ﬁ il {?ﬁ%ﬂ L M
PRIHA A N LY TRIST

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protastpm8B5/Applicatlon Rev, 6/2/2008
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or paree! for
which such protest Is filed, such interest being not merely an easement, Atenant under alease which hasa
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owner* for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitly other than a psrson or persons, the protest petilion shali be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such fegal entity is a homsowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer{s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association.

PRINTNAME , . PR DAYTIME 1
ST T . /jﬁfjﬁf/?? 25 TELEPHONE# 408 377 ~tre 2k
ADDRESS a , STATE ZIP CODE
2l _WoRpd of wW% ch-  Froo,
SIGNATURE (Notarized DATE ,, /. .
PRINTNAME ‘ DAYTIME o p —
g"”ﬁ-ﬁgg v {5} (< i‘}f‘ffﬁ ZiH TELEPHONE#K&BJ S77-952§
ADDRESS . CcIY STATE ZIPCODE
Yl BT~ CHMPBEL s P20y
SIGNATURE DATE .. _
i/ﬁ’?/a{%y/{/ f / /)7 Z /i/\_,/ é - r)a)f""“’”f [

PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notatized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cIY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Use separate shestifnecessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protestpmé5iAppEcation Rev, 8/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

)
COUNTY OF ﬁﬂﬁf@ (| M& )

On 4 {@WI [0 before me, M ‘6: Ujém , Notary Public, personally appeared

. b (AL . RCHATER, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person{s) whose name(s) is{af&subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/lieiexecuted the same in his/herfthelPauthorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/theipsignature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

55.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct, -

writeany Commission # 1796411
3 asl) Notary Public - Callfornla

M. $. LUCIO E
£
Santa Clara County .

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

— 7L {Scal)
ﬁtﬁ’{y Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
Y} oss.
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

201943701
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”} that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property.

Owners Requests, The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 - an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire




